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PER CURI AM

Kenny Wbods appeals fromthe final judgment of the District Court!?
for the Eastern District of Arkansas granting defendants summary judgnment
in this 42 U S.C. § 1983 acti on. For the reasons discussed bel ow, we
affirm

Wbods alleged in his verified conplaint that while he was at the
Jef ferson Regional Medical Center for treatnent, Pine Bluff

The Honorable Elsijane Trinble Roy, United States District
Judge for the Eastern District of Arkansas, adopting the report and
recomendations of the Honorable H David Young, United States
Magi strate Judge for the Eastern District of Arkansas.



Police O ficer Jerral Cannon shot himin the armwith a gun. Wods all eged
that a Detective Gines ordered officers to take Wods to the county jail
and that nurses could only put "a quick bandage" on his arm Wbods
cont ended the pai n was unbearabl e and he was not provided pai n nedication
or further nedical treatnent for over eleven hours after the incident, when
jail officers took himback to the hospital for treatnment. Wods cont ended
he suffered nunbness and continuing pain in his arm Rel evant to this
appeal , Wods sought damages agai nst Cannon and Grines for their deliberate
indifference to his serious nedical needs.

Def endants noved for summary judgnent, arguing, inter alia, that

under Arkansas law, persons in the county jail becone the sole
responsibility of the county sheriff, and thus city police officer Cannon
had no control over actions taken in the county jail. Defendants provided
an affidavit attesting that there was no "Detective Gines" enployed by the
City of Pine Bluff. The district court granted defendants sunmmary
j udgnent .

We review a grant of summary judgnent de novo, applying the sane
standard as the district court. Earnest v. Courtney, 64 F.3d 365, 366-67
(8th Cir. 1995) (per curiam. W agree that summary judgnent was

appropriate because Wods did not denopbnstrate that the naned defendants
acted with deliberate indifference to his serious nedical needs. See
Estelle v. Ganble, 429 U S. 97, 106 (1976); Smith v. Jenkins, 919 F.2d 90,
92 (8th Cir. 1990); see also Davis v. Hall, 992 F.2d 151, 153 (8th GCir.
1993) (per curiam (deliberate indifference standard applies to pretrial

detai nees). Wods did not show that the treatnent he received for his
gunshot wound before being taken to the county jail was unreasonabl e under
the circunstances or that the named parties know ngly prevented himfrom
receiving adequate treatnent at that tinme. See Anderson v. Liberty Lobby,
Inc., 477 U S. 242, 248-49 (1986) (sunmmary judgnent inquiry is whether
fair-mnded jury could return a verdict on evidence presented). W also

believe the district court correctly



concl uded that Wods did not nane as defendants the parties who nmay have
been responsible for any delay in additional treatnent.

Accordingly, we affirm W deny Wods's notion for an evidentiary
heari ng.

A true copy.

Attest:

CLERK, U.S. COURT OF APPEALS, EIGHTH CI RCU T.



